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June 5, 2006

Song Her, Clerk of the Board

Executiw_s Office
1001 I Street, 24* Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Comments on the Revised Proposed Total Residual Chlorine and
Chlorine-Produced Oxidants Policy of California

Dear Song Her:

The Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) is pleased to
provide comments on the State Water Resources Control Board's (SWRCB)

-Proposed Draft Total Residual Chlorine (TRC) and Chlorine-Produced

Oxidants Policy of California (TRC Policy) including the Substitute
Environmental Document (SED} and Economic Considerations all dated April
2006. SRCSD provided comments on the original version of the TRC Policy
in a letter to the SWRCB dated July 7, 2005, participated in the additional
stakeholder meeting in Northern California on September 26, 2005, met with
SWRCB staff to discuss certain aspects of the proposed policy on November 8,
2003, and provided additional written comments January 4, 2006 after given
the opportunity to “Test Drive™ the policy by the SWRCB. By way of some
background, SRCSD provides sanitary sewer conveyance, treatment and
reclamation to over one million residents and thousands of commercial and
industrial businesses in the greater Sacramento area. On average, over 165
million gallons (annual average) of wastewater are conveyed, treated and
safely discharged each day.

We appreciate your willingness to work with us and are encouraged that the
SWRCB incorporated some of our comments submitted previously, including
the addition of a provision to allow the use of mixing zones if authorized by
the applicable Basin Plan. However, we still have concerns with other aspects
of the TRC policy and the supporting documents and are providing the
following comments, which are focused on the freshwater aspects of TRC.

There are several areas of the SED and Economic Considerations that have
referenced a SRCSD staff miember in 2004, SRCSD requests that these
references be removed unless a public document containing the information
can be reviewed by SRCSD and confirmed. Many of the statements made
under this citing are inaccurate and are addressed in the following comments.
In the future, it would be appreciated if the SWRCB could contact their
references in advance, to ensure they are relaying accurate information.
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SRCSD has worked closely with Tri-TAC regarding the TRC Policy and is in full support of all
comments submitted by their organization. Also, SRCSD has serious concerns about our ability to
comply with the proposed hourly litnit. A significant increase in total chlorine residual exceedances
is expected.

TRC POLICY AND SUBSTITUTE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT
United States Environmental Protection Agency 304(a) criteria for chlorine

The SED states that it is important to note that many other states, such as Virginia, Illinois, Delaware,
and Connecticut, have already adopted the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (US
EPA) recommended criteria. SRCSD agrees that it is important to consider other states that have
adopted the criteria. However, SRCSD believes it is even more important to consider how the other
states are implementing the criteria. The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
(LACSD) have provided the SWRCB with an evaluation of various states that have adopted the EPA
critetia and how the criteria have been implemented. This study was included as an Appendix to the
LACSD’s written comments dated January 4, 2006. Although the study shows that numerous other
states have adopted the 1984 EPA criteria; it also shows that other states have implemented the
criteria drastically different than what is proposed in the California TRC Policy. The two main items
that differ tn the way other states have implemented this criteria are the continuous monitoring
requirements and in the calculation of effluent limits. Of the wastewater treatment plants from the
various states that were surveyed, only one facility performs continuous monitoring and permit limits
for all facilities are based on daily averages, daily maximums and 30-day averages — not on an hourly
basis as is being proposed by the SWRCB. The SWRCB should include a similar evaluation in the
SED, as provided by LACSD, and explain why their interpretation on implementation of the EPA
criteria is so different and more stringent than all other states implementing the same criteria.

The SED also states that US EPA’s one-hour and four-day averages are explicitly for continuous
discharges. This is not accurate. The US EPA criteria are intended for continuous exposure, not
discharge. As stated in SRCSD’s previous comments and the US EPA, 1984 criteria, the criteria are
“intended to apply to situations of continuous exposure, whether the concentrations are fluctuating or
constant, but not to situations of specially controlled intermittent exposures.” Wastewater treatment
plants discharge continuously, but only discharge chlorine for very short intermittent periods of time
usually associated with some type of system failure (operations and maintenance, mechanical
malfunction, electric supply interruption, etc.). Applying criteria developed specifically to identify
aquatic toxicity in situations of continuous exposure to intermittent exposures from wastewater
treatment facilities seems inappropriate; however, there is no evaluation of this in the SED as
requested in our July 7, 2005 comments.

Mixing Zones

We appreciate the SWRCB including a provision that allows the individual Regional Boards to use
their own discretion in granting a discharger a mixing zone in the TRC Policy; however the SED is
confusing, in that It recomumends this alternative {Alternative 3) along with the alternative to not
allow for mixing zones (Alternative 1}. SRCSD suggests only recommending Alternative 3 in the
SED.




